Researchers interested in the study of organizations for many years have tended either to ignore the effect of organizational levels or to concentrate on the simple dichotomy between managers and workers. It is only recently that emphasis has shifted to a study of organizational levels and job satisfaction.
Research on the relationship between organizational levels and job satisfaction presents contradictory results. Some studies have shown positive relationship and some have shown no relationship, while others have indicated the effect of moderator variables in influencing the relationship between organizational levels and job satisfaction.
Of the earlier studies, two (Hoppock, 1935; Centers, 1948) in particular revealed a positive correlation between organizational levels and job satisfaction. Herzberg et al. (1957) , after reviewing the literature relevant to job satisfaction and organizational levels, concluded that "one unequivocal fact emerges from the studies of job satisfaction; the higher the levels of occupations, the higher the morale" (p. 20) . Subsequent studies seem to confirm this finding (Rosen and Weaver, 1960; Rosen, 1961; Friedlander, 1965; Kornhauser, 1965) . In a more recent study on Indian supervisors and rank and file workers, organizational levels and job satisfaction were found to be positively related (Singh and Srivastava, 1975 ).
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A number of studies showing positive relationship between organizational levels and job satisfaction have measured job satisfaction in terms of need fulfilment. The lead seems to have come from Porter (1961) whose study focused on need-fulfilment deficiency in the lower and middle management levels. His results revealed that "the vertical location of management positions appears to be an important variable in determining the extent to which psychological needs are fulfilled" (p. 9). Esteem, autonomy, and self-actualization needs were significantly satisfied more often in the middle than in the lower management levels.
In a subsequent study. Porter (1962) selected a sample of presidents, vice-presidents, upper-.middle managers, lower-middle managers, and lowest level managers, and administered the need deficiency questionnaire. The results suggested an increasing degree of satisfaction on three higher order needs with increasing levels. Subsequent studies using Porter's methodology have corroborated his original findings (Porter, 1963 a; Edel, 1966; Eran, 1966; Miller, 1966; Porter and Michell, 1967) .
In a recent study of three levels of managers in central and state public enterprises in India, . Narain (1973) noticed that while security .was recognized by all as the most important need, personal growth accomplishment and recognition increased with increasing levels of hierarchy. The average scores for these three needs showed a linear relationship with organizational levels. The task variables and responsibility associated with high level positions .greatly contribute to job satisfaction among ..incumbents.
On the other hand, several studies have failed •to find positive relationship between organizational levels and job satisfaction. In Starcevjch's (1972) study on first line supervisors, middle managers, and professional employees, organizational level did not significantly affect the judged order of importance of job factors for either job satisfaction or job dissatisfaction. In another study of engineers and assemblers, Armstrong (1971) found no support for the dichotomy in motivation factors, though content factors made the greatest contribution to overall job satisfaction regardless of the level. Two other studies (Hulin and Smith, 1965; Mass, 1966) , which set out to replicate the findings of Herzberg et. a/. (1957) , were unsuccessful.
At least two studies highlight the effect of moderator variables on the relationship between organizational levels and job satisfaction. Porter (19636) found that at lower levels of management, small company managers were more satisfied than large company managers. However, at higher levels of management, large company managers were more satisfied than small company managers. These findings were contradicted in a subsequent study of Cummings and ElSalami (1968) . In their study, managers in top management levels in small companies experienced more satisfaction than those in large size companies. On the other hand, middle and lower level managers in large size companies were more satisfied than those in small size companies.
In the same study, Cummings and ElSalami also found organization structure interacting with occupational levels. Tall organizations produced-more satisfaction among top level managers than flat and intermediate structures. This was reversed in the case of middle and lower-middle level managers. Also, a line/staff type of job was found to influence the satisfaction of members belonging to various organizational levels. At the middle level of management, staff managers experienced more need fulfilment than line managers, while at the lower level line managers perceived more need fulfilment than staff managers.
In the following paragraphs, an attempt is made to examine some of the methodological and conceptual considerations in order to understand the contradictions in findings.
.30 Vikalpa (a) The contradictions in the results can be attributed to methodological artifacts. They are of two kinds: (/) samples from different companies are amalgamated for classification into broad organizational level categories in the same study and (//') various levels either from one company or from different companies are combined to represent categories of various organizational levels.
As far as the first kind is concerned, Porter (1961) drew his sample from three companies : a large nation-wide company manufacturing consumer containers, another involved in processing and distribution of food products, and the third, a medium size utility firm. These three firms provided the bottom and middle levels of management.
In a subsequent study. Porter (1962) drew his sample from "numerous types and sizes of companies located throughout the country" (p. 376), and identified five levels: presidents, vice-presidents, middle-level, lowermiddle level, and lower levels of managers. For another study. Porter (1963 a) got his samples of five levels of managers and executives in a similar manner. Here, "about two third of the sample came from manufacturing companies, 7% from transportation and public utilities, 7% from finance and insurance, 5% from wholesale and retail trade, and remaining 15% from among other types of companies" (p. 142). Hulin and Smith (1965) drew their sample from two different parts of a large electronic corporation. In another study, top, middle, and tower-middle management categories were drawn from managers who attended the Indiana University Executive Development Program from 1953 (Cummings and ElSalami, 1968 . In Narain's (1973) study, managers were drawn, from industrial, commercial, insurance, banking, consultancy, and contract work organizations, and were grouped into high, middle, and lower levels. Yet in another study, first-line supervisors were drawn from a steel plant and rank and file workers from the textile industry (Singh and Srivastava, 1975). Miller's (1966) sample' consisted of trade union officials of 73 national and international unions representing such structural types as craft, trade, and industry. Three large nationally known manufacturing companies were the source of sample for Eran's (1966) study. Commissioned and non-commissioned officers of an airforce overseas command of geographically dispersed airbases comprised the sample for Porter and Michell's (1967) study.
Sampling procedures such as described above have the inbuilt danger of accepting the principle that all organizations are alike and hence employees from them could be grouped togetheraccording to the level. Organizations differ in tasks and in the way they are run. Not only this^ organizations committed to-same or similar tasks differ in purpose, technology, size, personnel, and control mechanisms. Coping strategies of extra-organizational influences also vary from organization to organization. Each organization seems to have a unique culture and climate (Perrow, 1970) . Combining samples from various organizations may confound organizational levels with organizational culture and climate. Since organizations differ widely, what purports to be true of all of them is likely to be either exceedingly general or very trivial.
The second kind of methodological artifact is that various levels from either one company or different companies were combined together to represent Abroad categories of organizational levels. In some of the reported studies these categories are very broad and often ill-defined. On the surface, such classification seems justified but it is apparent that within these categories, there is considerable heterogeneity in status, potential for upward mobility, and specific occupational role demands.
Porter (1962) used five levels: presidents, vicepresidents, upper-middle, lower-middle, and lower levels of management. Subjects were assigned to these levels by their titles and by . 2, No.1, January 1977 33.
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Their answers to the following two questions: (1) "How many levels of supervision are there in your organization ?" and (2) "How many levels of supervision are there above your position?" Presidents represented the topmost level, vice-presidents and controllers were called vicepresidents, and the remaining were classified as upper-middle, lower-middle, and lower levels of management depending on the ratio of levels of supervision above them to the total levels of supervision. A similar technique was followed in another study by Porter (1963 a) . Cummings and ElSalami (1968) identified their top, middle, and lower middle management levels by classifying presidents and vice-presidents as top, and the remaining as middle and lower-middle according to Porter's (1962) scheme. Miller (1966) followed Porter's scheme with some variations. His "high" level included any one having the title of president, secretary, vicepresident, or regional director, while "low" consisted of professionals, staff members, organizers, and representatives assigned to a particular geographic or trade area. The rest were classified as high and low depending on their replies to questions in Porter's scheme.
Several other studies have drawn their samples representing various categories either on the basis of salary drawn (Narain, 1973) or similarity of perceived personality traits to those of high and low level managers, irrespective of the fact that they all came from above the first line supervisor and below mid-point management hierarchy (Eran, 1966) . Edel (1966) classified all employees in line supervisory position in a large federal agency as first line supervisors and middle managers. In Fried Lander's (1965) study, white-collar consisted of GS grade level from 2 to 13 and above and blue-collar from apprentice through journeyman to supervisory status. Other examples are found in the studies of Armstrong (1971) and Starcevich (1972) . In the latter studies it is not clear whether they are studying the effect on job satisfaction of organizational level or occupational classification.
Most studies thus seem to be dealing with broad categories rather than actual adjacent positions. This assumes job similarity across various levels. If feelings about the job are derived from content factors of the job (Armstrong, 1971) , combining several of them together may confound the validity of relationship between organizational levels and job satisfaction.
(b) The second reason for the contradiction in results may be found in the way in which job satisfaction has been defined and measured. Most studies on job satisfaction have been concerned with operational zing rather than defining it. As Locke (1969) suggests, such an approach describes that a certain relationship works but tells nothing about why it works. This seems to be the case with job satisfaction. Researchers have been found to be more interested in choosing the unit of measurement from the several available units but little by way of a definition of job satisfaction has been attempted. One would assume the acceptance of a definition of job satisfaction to be a precursor to the choice of unit of measurement.
In defining job satisfaction, the needs of an individual, the importance of these needs to him, and what is available are to betaken into account. Locke (1969) suggests that job satisfaction is a result of the interaction of percept, need, and need value. These three components broadly equate in meaning to the terms actual, expected, and importance as stipulated by Porter (1961) . To explain an employee's satisfaction with his present salary, one would have to look at the discrepancy between his actual and expected salary and the degree of importance he attaches to it.
One of the useful components of job satisfaction is the degree of importance attached to various aspects of the job leading to job satisfaction. Some aspects may be necessary for the successful completion of a job without much impor-tance being attached to the person who does it: tools, interdependence of task, co-worker, rules and regulations, supervision, etc. On the other hand, there maybe other aspects that may not only lead to successful completion of the job but also carry some value to the person: authority, freedom, challenge, participation, etc. The degree of importance people attach to these aspects of a job may vary.
Researchers seem to be divided on this issue. Some have defined need satisfaction without any reference to importance of needs (Porter and Lawler, 1968) . Others do not seem to consider importance ratings as meaningful (Porter and Michel I, 1967; Porter and Lawler, 1968; Evans, 1969) . On the other hand, it has been pointed out that the assessment of importance is contained within, that is, part of any direct satisfaction rating (Locke, 1969 ). Yet, an independent assessment of importance seems to make a difference in the overall job satisfaction score (Katzell, 1964) .
Value of importance contributes extensively to our understanding of job satisfaction. Katzell (1964) in his theoretical treatment of job satisfaction recognizes the importance of value to the individual. He argues that a given amount of expected-actual discrepancy will produce different degrees of satisfaction depending upon the importance attached by the individual. His basic formula takes importance into account by multiplying satisfaction with importance ratings. Unless the actual and expected discrepancies and importance are taken together, the results might reflect an operational rather than a conceptual definition of job satisfaction. As a result ,the relationship between organizational levels and job satisfaction may vary according to the measures used. A review of the literature, to some extent, tends to support this assumption. In our study, job satisfaction has been defined in terms of the interaction of actual satisfaction as against an ideal, and the importance an individual attaches to this satisfaction.
As far as measurement of satisfaction is concerned, most of the studies reviewed by Herzberg et a/. (1957) have employed a general or global morale measure, disregarding specific factors of job satisfaction (Hulin and Smith, 1965) , In the last 15 years such measures as Job Satisfaction Index, variations of Hoppack's Satisfaction Index, and Porter's Need Fulfilment Questionnaire have been extensively adopted. Mass (1966) has indicated that previous investigators have failed to differentiate between the evaluation and description of a job when composing questions to measure job satisfaction.
Of late. Porter's (1961) Need Satisfaction Questionnaire (PNSQ) has been widely used. The scoring consists of taking the discrepancy between expected and actual need-fulfilment (c/-score) for 13 items classified in Maslow-type needhierarchy, and answered on a seven-point scale. Some methodological issues have been raised, particularly by Imparato (1972) , in relation to the meaning of (/-scores. A person who indicates 3 on expected and 1 on actual need-fulfilment gets a rf-score of 2. Another person who indicates 7 on expected and 5 on actual also gets a d-score of 2. The question is whether these two t/-scores mean the same. Imparato (1972) found that while need satisfaction as measured by PNSQ total score appeared to be moderately related to satisfaction scores obtained on Job Description Index developed by Smith et al. (1969) , the location of tf-score was found be related to different levels of satisfaction. It must be pointed out that only two PNSQ items (authority and opportunity for determination of methods and practices) were studied by Imparato. No rationale is given as to why only two out of thirteen items are chosen for this kind of analysis. The reader has no idea whether similar kind of conclusions will hold true for other eleven items.
The interaction of organizational levels on job satisfaction affects the effectiveness of an organization. It is necessary, therefore, to continue
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Research in this area till a clear-cut relationship between the two is established. The present study aims at examining the relationship between organizational levels and job satisfaction with controls for the conceptual and methodological artifacts.
Method and Procedure

Sample
Data were collected from a random sample of employees drawn from four organizationally adjacent levels of a little over a decade old research and teaching organization. To eliminate inter-unit variance, samples were selected from a single unit. Their designations were Class Four Employees (CFEs), Lower Division Clerks (LDCs), Upper Division Clerks (UDCs),and Stenographers (STGs). Sample selection was based on the organization chart, job descriptions, and prolonged discussions with the Establishment Officer. Classification was done with regard to status, job responsibilities and salary grade.
In the study, CFEs constituted the lowest level, followed by LDCs and UDCs; STGs were at the highest level. There were no levels in between them. In terms of job responsibilities, CFEs were concerned with attending officers and other staff, getting supplies from stores, general upkeep of the office, and other miscellaneous duties. LDCs job required mostly typing and filing, while UDCs had to do independent correspondence in addition to typing and filing. STGs worked for research officers who, according to their need and status, got either a full or a half-time STG. In addition to taking dictations, typing, filing, and handling correspondence, they took care of other assignments in the manner of a personal assistant. The levels ranged on a continuum of organizational responsibility from low to high.
The salary scales were: Rs. 196 to 232 (CFE); Rs. 260 to 400 (LDC); Rs. 330 to 560 (UDC); and Rs. 425 to 700 (STG). The annual increments ranged from Rs. 3 for CFE to Rs. 6 for LDC, Rs. 10 for UDC, and Rs. 15 for STG. Different annual increments were given once the employee crossed the efficiency bar. The sample size of the four levels was as below: CFE = 20 LDC=20 UDC = 19 STG=25 There is no trade union and, therefore, there are no agreements on transfers, promotions, or direct recruitments. Three years after confirmation (i.e. after four years' service), an employee at any of the four levels is considered for promotion to the next higher level (STG to executive assistant). However, since openings are limited, not all are promoted. Promotions are usually from within. Upward mobility is not possible but is perceived to be taking place in the organization. No one is working on a deadend job.
Questionnaires
To get measures of job satisfaction, two questionnaires were administered.
(/) PNSQ consists of 13 items classified into Maslow-type need-hierarchy system. Each item of the scale measures not only the existing degree of need fulfilment but also the expected levels of fulfilment and its importance to the respondent. Items are answered on 3 seven-point scales, one each for expected, existing, and importance. The anchor points of scales are labelled as maximum and minimum. The discrepancy between expected and existing is taken as an indicator of job satisfaction. Higher the discrepancy, lower is the job satisfaction.
(//') The second questionnaire administered was Baryfield and Rothe's (1951) Job Satisfaction Index (JSI). It consists of 18 statements. Job satisfaction is inferred from attitude towards work. Half the items are worded negatively and the other half positively; the items are answered on a six-point scale of agree-disagree type. Higher the score, higher is the job satisfaction. JSI has been around longer and is perhaps used more than most measures. The items are general and content free. The split half reliability was found to be 0.64 which for 82 degrees of freedom is significant beyond 0.01 level of significance.
In addition, the respondents were asked to provide data on their age and the number of years of service in the organization.
Procedure
Data were collected from small groups ranging in size from 4 to 7. Questionnaires were given either in Gujarati or in English.
1 The respondents filled both questionnaires. To control the serial effect half of the sample in each job level received the JSI questionnaire booklet first while the other half in each level received the PNSQ questionnaire first. It took about 20 minutes to fill up both questionnaires. Table 1 presents the means and standard deviation estimates of age and tenure of service of samples for the four levels. dents are of more or less same average age and have spent almost same number of years in the organization. A subsequent analysis shows that age and tenure of service have no significant relationship with each other (r= -0.05). In fact, the direction of relationship is negative, suggesting possibilities of older employees having served the organization for a short period and vice versa. The correlation between PNSQ total scores a n d J S I w a s c o m p u t e d . I t t u r n e d t o b e 0.80 which, for a sample of 84, is significant beyond the conventional levels of significance. In addition, JSI scores were also correlated with specific segments of PNSQ. The correlations were-0.62 (security), -0.70(social), -0.81 (esteem), -0.49 (autonomy), and -0.74 (selfactualization). AM these coefficients of correlation are significant beyond accepted levels.
The means and standard deviation estimates for various segments of PNSQ and JSI of the four The means of both age and tenure of service are not significantly apart from each other, suggesting that, irrespective of the level, the respon-1. The standard procedure for translating the questionnaire into another language was adopted for converting the English version into Gujarati. The correspondence between two versions was found to be very high. levels are given in Table 2 .
Of particular importance in Table 2 are the means and standard deviation estimates of (/-scores. Analysis was done of the means of various segments of PNSQ across the four levels to check if they vary significantly from each other. The results of one way analysis of variance suggest that the means of esteem (F=3.52, df= 3/80, P<0.05), autonomy (^=4.78, rf/= 3/80, P<0.01), and self-actualization (F=6.54, rff=3/80, / 3 <0.01) are significant. An examination of the means of these three segments in Table 2 reveals that higher the level in organization, higher is the satisfaction. As far as security and social needs are concerned, the satisfaction scores do not seem to vary significantly in the four levels. An analysis of (/-scores using Katzell's (1964) formula was also done. His treatment of job satisfaction takes into account the degree of importance to the individual. Katzell's basic formula isS=1-(IX-V\)/V, where S=satisfaction, X=amount of stimulus, and l/=the amount most desired. Importance is calculated by multiplying S with importance rating.
Vol. 2, No. 1, January 1977
2 Using this formula, job satisfaction scores for the four levels were calculated. In this case higher the score, higher is the satisfaction. Again, a simple one way analysis of variance was calculated to see if the means of five segments across the four levels significantly depart from each other. Of the five F values, only one (social) turned out to be significant (F=3.86, <//=3/80, P<0.05). The rest failed to reach the accepted levels of significance. UDCs experienced the maximum satisfaction of social needs, (Mean=5.45) followed by STGs (Mean=4.83), LDCs (Mean =4.23), and CFEs (Mean=3.64). Subsequent trend analysis showed a significant linear trend for social needs and levels (F=8.21, £//=1/80, P<0.01) supported by a significant 2. The coefficient of correlation between importance ratings and (/-scores in this study was found to be 0.06. independent variable. The analysis of age and tenure of service across the four levels in this study indicates that their effect is probably controlled. The means of age and tenure of service of the four levels are not significantly apart from each other, suggesting that higher levels in the organization do not necessarily have older or relatively long tenured employees. Secondly, because of the recruitment policy of the organization, age and tenure of service show no significant association. In fact, the direction is negative, suggesting possibilities of older employees having shorter tenure and vice versa. Thus, while manipulating the effect of organizational levels, age and tenure have been Vol. 2, No. 1, January 1977 controlled to covary with the levels, indicating differences in job satisfaction due to different organizational levels.
PNSQ seems to provide a more relevant measure of job satisfaction as it takes into account the three prime components: need, percept and value of job satisfaction. When this test is used in conjunction with Katzell's (1964) framework, it provides a single measure of job satisfaction. The significant degree of relationship between PNSQ and JSI indicates the reliability of PNSQ. The accumulated scores as well as the average scores of specific components reflect the degree of satisfaction as experienced by the respondents.
Controlling for the variations and still using (/-scores as indicators of job satisfaction revealed increased satisfaction with increasing levels, particularly with reference to esteem, autonomy, and self-actualization. These results corroborate the earlier findings (Porter, 1961; Eran, 1966; Narain, 1973) , and suggest that there exists a differential opportunity within various adjacent levels to satisfy various job-related needs.
Though ^-scores suggest increased satisfaction with increasing levels, this conclusion has to be modified when we examine results of job satisfaction incorporating importance ratings. Here the variation in satisfaction of higher order needs across the levels disappears. In their place, significant variations in the lower order needs emerge. The results in Table 3 and subsequent analysis show that, of the five comparisons, only one for social needs turns out to be significant (F= 3.86, c#=3/80, P<0.05) . Although trend analysis shows a significant linear trend supported by a significant deviation from quadratic trend, an examination of means in Table 3 reveals that STGs have lower mean compared to UDCs. This is a significant finding and is discussed later.
The findings of this study are inconsistent with some other studies (eg. Porter, 1961; Eran, 1966; Narain, 1973) but support the findings of Armstrong (1971) and Starcevich (1972) . They indicate the absence of a linear relationship between organization levels and satisfaction.
It is possible that differences in satisfaction levels would have been found if organizational levels were thoroughly explored. Job descriptions of respondents in the four levels by and large limit their job behaviour to simple execution and actualization of tasks rather than planning them. There seems to be some indication that until one reaches a relatively higher supervisory status within his organization, an improvement in desired job conditions does not occur (Rosen, 1961) .
At levels represented in the study, the employees are judged of their job effectiveness by their supervisors. Consequently, variables relating to their job success get maximum weightage. Success based on overall organizational effectiveness becomes secondary but not unimportant. At levels where planning, organizing, etc. are part of the job description, one would tend to perceive organizational success satisfying the needs of esteem, autonomy and self-actualization. This may be one reason why the study fails to find a linear relationship between organizational levels and satisfaction.
The significant variation in satisfaction of s o c i a l n e e d s c o n t r a d i c t s t h e f i n d i n g s o f earlier studies (Porter, 1961; 1963 a) . Social needs, as measured by PNSQ, are significantly relevant within the framework of this study. The variation in satisfaction of social needs may be a function of social distance, i.e. the degree of physical and social separation. The layout and geographic locations of officers are such that opportunity is ever present to interact and befriend staff up to the level of UDC. They sit together in a large hall which provides frequent opportunities to share ideas and opinions. In the case of STGs, opportunities to mix with others are slightly limited. Each of the respondents in STG level either sits alone in a small room or shares it with one more. For most of the time, he is cut off from the rest. Thus office roles and location seem to provide differential satisfaction to social needs in this organization.
In summary, homogeneity in satisfaction scores incorporating importance ratings among various levels was more than the satisfaction scores based on discrepancy between present and expected. Although the four levels studied varied along a continuum of job related responsibility, what satisfied the respondents remained more or less the same except opportunities to interact and develop close friendship with others.
There could be two limitations to this study.
(i) The study has constraints because of the small sample size in each level. Because of the size, more sophisticated statistical techniques could not be adopted. On the other hand, controlling for the methodological artifacts necessitated a small sample.
(ii) Drawing sample from the same organization limits the generalization of the results, though it increases the internal validity of the study. On the other hand, drawing samples from various organizations and levels, and combining them into few organizational level categories tend to confound the results. What is needed is a series of studies based on samples drawn from the same organization. This might require a systematic study of the effect of organizational levels on job satisfaction in all kinds of organizations before meaningful generalizations could be made. After all it is the rigour and not the ritual that makes knowledge scientific.
